May 23, 2007

visa program for illegal aliens and ille-
gal aliens only. No one else is eligible
for this program, particularly those
waiting their turn in line. Also, there
is no cap on the number of eligible par-
ticipants.

No. 8, indefinite renewal of the Z
nonimmigration visas. Z nonimmigrant
visas are valid for 4 years and may be
renewed indefinitely. This is a dis-
incentive for illegal aliens to pay the
$4,000 penalty, touch back to their own
country, and prove that they paid their
taxes or receive a very important med-
ical exam.

No. 9, health standards are ignored.
No medical exam or immunizations are
needed to get a Z visa.

No. 10, there is no incentive to learn
English. There is no English require-
ment to get a Z visa. Each Z non-
immigrant must only demonstrate ‘‘an
attempt to gain an understanding of
the English language’ upon the first
renewal of the Z visa. There are waiv-
ers even for that requirement.

No. 11, green card applicants are not
required to return to their home coun-
try. Green card applicants, only for the
principal alien, must be filed in person
outside the United States but not nec-
essarily in the alien’s country of ori-
gin.

The alien can then reenter, likely on
the same day, under a Z nonimmigrant
visa because it serves as a valid travel
document. Again, there are exceptions
for the requirement.

No. 12: Fault with these provisions.
Fines are, quite frankly, false and mis-
leading. Not everyone is required to
pay the $5,000 penalty. The principal
alien pays some fines and fees, and the
dependents only have to pay a proc-
essing and State-impact fund fee. To
get a green card, if an alien intends to
pursue this route, a Z-1 nonimmigrant
must pay a $4,000 penalty. Z-2 and Z-3
aliens are only required to pay applica-
tion fees.

No. 13: Fines will not adequately pay
for the cost of amnesty. The bulk of
the monetary fines are required at the
end of the program. All fines may be
paid in installments, and waivers are
available in extraordinary cir-
cumstances.

No. 14: Impact on State and local
government. State impact money will
be granted to States to provide services
for noncitizens only, instead of pro-
viding services to all citizens impacted
by the large number of illegal immi-
grants. Examples would be school sys-
tems and health care services.

No. 15 and last: Revocations of ter-
rorist visas. You know that visas re-
voked on terrorism grounds—I am
talking about terrorists—if a visa is re-
voked on terrorism grounds, it would
allow Z visa holders to remain in the
United States and use the U.S. court
system to appeal those terrorism
charges.

The bill, including the amnesty pro-
gram, does not address visa revocation
for any visa holder.

I would like someone to tell me that
this is the last time we will do an am-
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nesty because I heard that 20 years ago.
I will not hold my breath. Nobody is
making any promises that this is the
last amnesty, and that is because we
all know amnesties will continue. We
are on a path to make what I consider
a mistake that I made in 1986. We
ought to get it right and focus on the
long-term solutions to this problem.

So I am going to be offering some
amendments to fix some of these 15
flaws, but I am not sure it can be re-
paired at the end of the day. It is my
plan, when we go into the bill, to offer
an amendment, to lay an amendment
before the body.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING

BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
MCCASKILL.) Morning business is
closed.

COMPREHENSIVE IMMIGRATION
REFORM ACT OF 2007

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 1348, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 1348) to provide for comprehen-
sive immigration reform and for other pur-
poses.

Pending:

Reid (for Kennedy/Specter) amendment No.
1150, in the nature of a substitute.

AMENDMENT NO. 1166 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1150

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
have an amendment at the desk that I
would like to call up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], for
himself, and Mr. DEMINT, proposes an
amendment numbered 1166.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To clarify that the revocation of

an alien’s visa or other documentation is

not subject to judicial review)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . JUDICIAL REVIEW OF VISA REVOCA-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 221(i) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1201(i)) is amended by striking ‘‘There shall
be no means of judicial review” and all that
follows and inserting the following: ‘‘Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, in-
cluding section 2241 of title 28, United States
Code, any other habeas corpus provision, and
sections 1361 and 1651 of such title, a revoca-
tion under this subsection may not be re-
viewed by any court, and no court shall have
jurisdiction to hear any claim arising from,
or any challenge to, such a revocation.”.

The
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(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall—

(1) take effect on the date of the enactment
of this Act; and

(2) apply to all visas issued before, on, or
after such date.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
the amendment I have before you is
dealing with an issue I just described in
morning business as one of 15 flaws in
a very important part of this legisla-
tion. This amendment is going to re-
vise current law related to visa revoca-
tion for visa holders who are on U.S.
soil.

Now, we have this situation which
does not make sense. My amendment is
meant to bring common sense to this.
Under current law, visas approved or
denied by a consular officer in some of
our embassies overseas would be non-
reviewable. In other words, what that
consular office said would be final.
That person being denied a visa to
come to this country would not have
access to courts because consular offi-
cers have the final say when it comes
to granting visas and allowing people
to enter a country. So if you are a con-
sular officer and you believe somebody
is a terrorist or a terrorist threat, you
can deny the visa, no review.

However, if that person gets a visa
and they come to this country and we
find out later on that they are a poten-
tial terrorist and should not have come
here in the first place and you want to
get them out of the country as fast as
you can—because that is surely what
we would have done with the 19 pilots
who created the terror we had on Sep-
tember 1l1—then that decision made
when the person comes to this country,
that decision by the consular officer is
reviewable in the U.S. courts.

Now, everybody is going to say: Well,
that just does not make sense. You
know, the same person over in some
foreign country wants to come here,
and the consular officer says: We can’t
let that person come here because he is
a potential terrorist threat. Well, then
they do not get to come here and no-
body can review that. But if that very
same person came here and we decided
they shouldn’t have been here in the
first place, then they have access to
our court system before they can be re-
moved. Thanks to a small provision in-
serted during conference negotiations
on the Intelligence Reform and Ter-
rorism Prevention Act of 2004, the visa
holder at that point has more rights
than he or she should have. I think
that is very obvious.

Now, the ability to deport an alien on
U.S. soil with a revoked visa is nearly
impossible if the alien is given the op-
portunity to appeal the revocation.
This section has made the visa revoca-
tion ineffective as an antiterrorism
tool.

My amendment would treat visa rev-
ocations similar to visa denials be-
cause the right of that person to be in
the United States is no longer valid. In
other words, if it was not valid for him
to come here in the first place and it
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